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Abstract
My proposed avenue of study involves a focused investigation of ornament on functional
pottery. More specifically how the use of embellishment enhances utility and assists in the
creation of a context for communal experiences: gatherings of a colloquial, informal, or casual
nature. More specifically, this body of work explores the archetypal forms of tableware and
how they manifest under the auspice of ‘small gatherings’.
In addition to the apparent characteristics of ‘use’ and ‘appearance’ there are also numerous
possibilities that may intersect with the ideas of utility and decoration. The content of this work
is embedded in historical modes and sensibilities. Functional pottery and ornament have always
run in tandem. In general one has changed with the other, and both are subject to mutations
through the course of their movements in time and geography. A significant component of the
research embedded in this body of work is the investigation of change and permutation from the
forces of cultural influence.
The result is something made in our time, but not necessarily of our time. Something that is
perhaps out of context, but for its contemporary origins. The conclusion this work reaches is
open-ended and somewhat undefinable, but under the premis of ‘functional’ and by the actual use
of these pots there is and undeniable constancy in the relationship between user and object that is
apparent in the work.
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Preface
There are many things I love about making pots. The activity is entirely compelling and
provides me a limitless source of challenges and opportunities both of which can sustain a life
of work. What I find irresistible, what drives my commitment, is the complete satisfaction I
derive from the process of making. Clay as a material is as malleable as one’s thoughts, and may
be worked with skill, assiduousness, and intuition. Over time these elements become
interconnected allies in the process. Making pots offers a unique opportunity to blend these
elements with personal influences within the framework of purposeful objects. One of my
favorite sayings as of late is, “the devil is in the details”, because it expresses so succinctly the
difficulty, frustration, and challenge behind making pottery that is useful, as well as innovative.
The possibility of ‘use’ is why it cannot be just anything. It must be clay, it must be utility, and it
must be pottery. However, there are other obsessions, other interests and diversions for me within
the scope of ceramic art. History is by far one of the most compelling subjects for me as a maker
and scholar. I want to know how ideas have traveled through time and across geography,
mixing and then being distilled over and over again. The permutations seem endless and yet
many elements in the vocabulary of pottery are consistent through the millennia. The movement
of ideas is pervasive in historical and in contemporary times as well. It has even accelerated in
our century to such a pitch that the rapidity in which information moves is becoming its own
source of intertwined influence and derivation. Sorting through all of these variables, influences,
derivatives, possibilities, ideas, methods, etc. has been the largest part of my studies for the past
two years. In some ways this has been a very useful approach in understanding my own
aesthetics and has yielded a wealth of insightful experiences, but there is a price to this as well.
III

In the struggle to sift through the staggering amounts of information it is possible to lose sight
of one’s ‘center’. What I mean is that as an artist, as a maker, there is something more than the
sum of all parts that make good work. The ‘center’ is a personal reservoir of one’s own sense of
the ‘essential’. Essence is hard to come by, and I now understand that the balance, well . . . needs
to be more balanced. This challenge is what makes the lowest lows of self-doubt possible, as
well as, the highest highs of overcoming obstacle. The more I make art the more I understand the
obstacles are self-made, and so the devil must be in myself.

IV

Introduction
“Small Gatherings” is a body of work made for the eye as much as for the hand. It is about
simple pleasures, moments of affection with our lovers, friendship with company, or an invitation
to enjoy a well-prepared meal. These pots set the stage for moments of communion simply by
being what they are. All the while balancing between ostentation and purpose, affectation and
function. It is my sincerest hope that the appearance of “finery” does not belie the inherently
humble nature of pottery or the honesty of utility.”
The above statement accompanied my Thesis Exhibition titled ‘small gatherings’. Time has
now passed between writing that statement and writing this document. So it seems pertinent to
take a step back from both the work and the statement in order to revisit them from an analytical
perspective that has been tempered by a little time and distance. This publication, for you the
reader will be a synopsis of my research and its results, but for me it is a set of tools, where-by, I
may achieve a deeper personal understanding of that same process. Therefore, in this document
I will examine the conceptual and physical nature of this body of work, but also the intent, or
intention behind its raison d’être.
My discourse and analysis will be presented in three main sections. Section one will begin,
not by attempting to answer questions, but instead by posing questions and elucidating on their
possible meanings and solutions. Most of these questions will be directly related to the exhibition
statement. However, some will lead to potentially larger questions that are generally unanswerable in any definitive terms, whether because their answers are too subjective to offer anything
concrete or because they may simply be too large to fit within the confines of this document.
However the pertinence of such queries must not be lost on the reader, as they will yield their
own results by offering a deeper understanding of the issues surrounding my research. They are
not necessarily being asked for the sake of an answer. They are being asked for the sake of
1

dialogue that may generate new questions, address old ones, and lead to greater clarity.
The second section will address the role of historical influence on my process of making and
understanding pottery. History has played a very important role, (for better of for worse) in the
way I’ve come to understand contemporary objects. It has also shaped my aesthetic sensibilities
and would seem to shape the sensibilities of others as well. These influences are not confined to
pottery, but in my case, have taken up orbit around the central ideas of ‘utility’ and ‘decorative’.
Third, I would like to offer an overview of the body of work in terms of its strengths and
weaknesses. Where it lives up to the demands of its purposes and where it does not. This is
perhaps the most important section of the writing, as it will assimilate the many influences,
aesthetics, and concepts, discussed in this document and approach “small gatherings” as a body
of work.

“Cup”, Earthenware, Slip, Glaze, 2010
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Section I
Let me begin with a quote from the Exhibition Statement, “ . . .a body of work made for
the eye as much as the hand.” So what does that mean? Does it imply that the pottery is being
established in a middle ground between function and display? Does it have other implications
as well, for instance, what are the physical senses we activate when using these objects? What
role does the eye and the hand play in our understanding of attraction or repulsion? What I mean
to suggest is, why are we drawn to ‘something’, and then what compels us to use it versus some
other comparable object? The notion of attraction and repulsion would seem to dictate how we
interact with pots and the decisions that go into making them.
In creating this work I strove to use elements that would engage the senses. Vision and touch
are integral to the objects; senses like smell and taste would be reliant on the actual use of the
pottery. The haptic (hand) and the optic (eye) are the two ways in which a piece might be physically experienced. So, to say, “ . . .by the hand as much as the eye . . .” would suggest an attention to looking, or ‘seeing’ as well as touching and handling. It would also suggest an element of
display, meaning that the objects present themselves with a certain amount of self-determination
to be viewed ‘as is’. That is without needing to be used or touched, but it is understood by the
familiarity of their forms that they may be used nonetheless. A cup, plate, pitcher, teapot, etc. are
forms that remain firmly grounded in people’s day-to-day understanding, and their use is learned
to habit. Pottery, if nothing else, is archetypal and in most cases can be easily recognized for
what it is. Thus, some things can be safely assumed about many functional objects. Such as, a
handle is meant to be held, a rim is where your lips go, a spout is where the liquid comes out, etc.
Perhaps it is the unique ability of the maker to use that which is taken for granted, and re-focus
3

it by integrating the hand and the eye to seek understanding of an object by not only using it, but
by looking at it, feeling it, and living with it. This is the necessity of attraction for utility. Some
thing that is solely utilitarian will find appreciation amongst individuals, but if utility is all that’s
important then why do artists continue to make work, why do commercially made products now
strive to appear as if they came out of an artists studio instead of a factory. Let’s consider the
difference between a Japanese tea bowl and a styrofoam cup. Both will function admirably, but
in the strictest sense of utility the styrofoam may actually function at a higher efficiency,
but I know which one I’d rather use. Because it doesn’t come down to ‘efficiency”, there is a
history in that tea-bowl and a reverence for its direct connection to the artist. Not just because of
the maker, or the ceremony its involved in, but also because that object represents a staggering
accumulation of history and ideas that I truly believe the contemporary user/consumer of hand
made goods recognizes, either consciously or unconsciously. People respond more reverentially
to objects that have been made by hand. There is an understood relationship between the amount
of time and attention required to create it and the value that is bestowed upon it. Ultimately, our
relationship to utility is not strictly about the performance of a task, but rather more abstract
concepts like emotional connection and aesthetic sensibilities. Art is not strictly about performing any task, but about look and feel. That is why the pots I make and specifically this body of
work strives to address the hand, the eye, and a specific purpose.
Also mentioned in the exhibition statement are ‘simple pleasures’. This is an ambiguous term
that could easily mean several contradictory things. However, I have left it to the work in the
exhibition to provide the context. So in this sense the word ‘simple’ designates something uncomplicated, maybe even taken for granted. Like enjoying a cup of coffee, eating a meal, or
entertaining a group of friends. I believe that activities like this also involve a certain amount of
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pleasure; something that gives us comfort, contentment, or joy. So when I use the term ‘simple
pleasures’ it is to suggest that that my pots may be conducive to those kinds of interactions. They
are more than just props, but less than the actual feelings that they help to stimulate. Simple
pleasures suggest to me leisure, enjoyment, and contentment. Inherent in that relationship
between action and concept is the affinity we feel for an activity and the objects we use to engage
in that activity. It is important to me as a craftsman that objects work for their intended purpose,
but also taht they connect to our emotions.
So does a well-made pot increase the amount of pleasure one gets from, say, having morning
coffee? In my experience it does. Not only does it lend a certain amount of richness to an otherwise mundane activity, but it will over time, create lasting associations between the user, the
object, and the activity. Emotional connections are a powerful mechanism in our decision
making and functional objects are no stranger to this.
I feel it important to address one other comment made in the Exhibition Statement. “It is my
sincerest hope that the appearance of “finery” does not belie the inherently humble nature of
pottery or the honesty of utility.” This statement is absolutely loaded! Phrases like ‘inherently
humble’ and ‘honesty of utility’ might suggest a few things that are suspect of being dogmatic or
blindly idealistic. Perhaps they are, but I believe in the accessibility of utilitarian pots. Of the vast
majority of objects made by artists, pottery is and has been largely an ‘accessible’ art form and
one that does not have be the “art du jour” to attract its users. Its origins from the dust and mud
we walk on have always stigmatized the material, and yet, that has helped it immeasurably in its
ability to be accessible. The pottery in this exhibition did not strive for ‘humbleness’. In fact, it
is quite elaborate and in some cases suggests less about the idea of ‘daily’ and
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more about ‘occasion’. However, I think that being humble does not strictly mean that
roughness or coarseness supercede embellishment.

“Breakfast Set”, Earthenware, Slip, Glaze, 2010
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“Small Gatherings”, Gallery View, 2010

“Lunch Set”, Earthenware, Slip, Glaze, 2010
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“Samll Gatherings”, Gallery View, 2010

“Beverage Set”, Earthenware, Slip, Glaze, 2010
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“Snack Set”, Earthenware, Slip, Glaze, 2010
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Section II
My studies began in a completely different direction, one that in retrospect seems opposite
and contrary to where I ended up in the realm of ornament. However, I am not convinced that the
two are unconnected, nor incompatible. The thread of working led me through various interests
that ultimately express the same thing. Functional pottery was always my focus, but the first
foray into my graduate studies led me to Abstract Expressionist painting. The idea of
‘expressive’ mark making and ‘action’ painting was incredibly fascinating. Painters like Joan
Mitchell, Franz Kline, Robert Motherwell, and Bryce Marden were very influential, to the point
that I took up painting in an abstract style. This involved the more traditional paint and canvas,
but I also experimented by painting with ceramic materials on clay, firing, and repeating the
process until the piece seemed complete. These beginning ‘paintings’ on clay slabs were studies
in color, form, and composition. My attempt to move the abstract painting onto a round pottery
surface was lukewarm at best. There were some interesting results, but ultimately no complete
resolutions, and the element I found consistently lacking was clarity. It was unclear whether they
wanted to be pots or paintings. Yet there were a few breakthroughs. One came when I began
using mark-making and calligraphic script layered on the surfaces. What started to occur were
the beginnings of finding a middle ground between abstraction and decoration.
This correlation pulled at me despite misgivings about the nature of ornament and decoration.
I had, as so many others, assumed those words where synonymous with frivolity and
superficiality. But they nagged, so I endeavored to educate myself on what ‘decoration’ was.
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There is a large and somewhat obscure amount of information on the critical theory of
ornament. Much of it was written in the 19th and 20th centuries by ‘gentlemen’ art historians,
scholars, or philosophers in an attempt to institutionalize an approach to how people pervieced
the positive and/or negative aspects of ornament, decoration, embellishment, or what have you.
However many biases or agendas they may have had, most are noteworthy for their unique
perspective and specifc methodologies (or lack thereof) that shape the rhetoric of these writings.
John Ruskin, (one of the more biased), was an interesting mix of dogmatic Christian social
philosophy and incredibly detailed and sensible considerations for the 19th century craftsman,
Ruskin was followed by William Morris, who was an advocate of the so-called “decorative arts”
and the father of the Arts & Crafts movement. However the most influential and to my mind
most scholarly of these art historians was Alois Reigl, who attempted a very thought-out and
cohesive theory of the Decorative Arts in his book, “Problems of Style: Foundations for the
History of Ornament”. His concept of “Kuntswollen”, or loosely interpreted as an artists ‘will to
create’ advocated a non-materialist approach to the history of ornament. Other writers on this
subject that were influential in my thinking and production of the time were Christopher Dresser,
“The Art of Decorative Design”, George Kubler, “The Shape of Time”, Henry Focillon, “The
Life of Forms”, and David Summers’, “Real Spaces: World Art History and the Rise of Western
Modernism”. Perhaps a counter-point should be mentioned as well. With the rise of Modernism
and the banishment of ornament, such writings as, “Ornament and Crime” by Adolf Loos were in
absolute opposition to the idea of ‘the decorative’. Other architects and artists of that era and
later echoed this cry all the way into this century. However there was one pivotal book that came
to my attention via Professor Howe. The title was “Ornament and Abstraction”, a collection of
essays edited by Markus Bruderlin, Chief Curator of the Beyeler Foundation in Germany. In this
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collection of writings a convincing argument is put forward that ornament and embellishment
were a vital part of the Modernist movement. These ideas piggy backed through the movement
somewhat in disguise and under different names, but were present nonetheless. In gaining a more
comprehensive understanding of ‘ornament’ and ‘decoration’ I found that my misgivings were
misplaced. There was no longer any disconnect between abstraction and decoration; they are
different expressions of the same thing. I have to admit, I felt very liberated and free to make
what I had wanted to make all along, which was decorated functional pottery.
In James Trilling’s book, “The Language of Ornament” there is an image of a stone hand axe
made over 100,000 years ago in pre-historic England. At the center of this tool, is the fossilized
impression of a shell. It may have been happenstance that brought this piece of stone
into the hands of that maker. Yet, it was a conscious choice to complete the object not only to
include that embellishment, but to carefully ensure that it was front and center. In the words of
Trilling, this anonymous craftsman made, “ . . Something over and above the functional shape,
added for the sake of visual pleasure.”
Ornament, embellishment, decoration; these are all words that have very mixed and sometimes dubious meanings in Art and Craft. However, I do not personally believe that these words
necessarily denote a lack of content. In fact if history is any judge in this matter embellishment is
one of the foundations of cultural and personal identity. It uses symbols, abstractions, and
patterns to propagate the values or ideas of groups and individuals. The historical art that most
informed this body of work runs parallel to the notion of decoration as content. Specifically, craft
traditions of Persia, the Far East, and 19th century Europe. What’s interesting is that the latter
was a melting pot for the first two mentioned. The influence of the Middle and Far East found
common ground in the aesthetic tastes of Europe in the 19th century. That melting pot was in
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many cases fertile ground for indiscriminate plagiarism and often times removed things so far
from their cultural contexts as to render them almost meaningless beyond a desire for ostentation.
Yet, there is still beauty and value beyond economics even in the case of wholesale decorative
smorgasbords, like that represented in say, Meissen porcelain or other quintessential producers of
luxury, Sevres in France, or the export wares of the Far East.
In the context of contemporary craft these influences are not uncommon amongst other
ceramic artists either. It is perhaps a testament to their power that the long gone progenitors of
these decorative motifs and styles have been recycled from the murky beginnings of pre-history
to our current age. In fact there seems to be a resurgence and flood of this kind of influence in
contemporary art as well. It is largely a function of a shrinking world. One where ideas can travel
along the Internet and mediated experiences of other cultures or places is more commonly how
individuals relate to the panoply of the world. Artists are working in a mode similar to how they
always have, but with the ability to tap into a vastly larger source of information and derivatives.
I think my work or anybody’s work for that matter is a player in this global context. Yet, there is
still the chance for local variation, differences, and permutation. My contemporary sources are
other potters working in a similar vein of historical re-interpretation and derivation. History is a
potent source for information and everyone has the potential to interpret it differently.
My interest in historical decoration and ceramics came about from studying the movement of
ideas from around all points of the globe, and more specifically how they were/are expressed on
functional pottery. One of the focal points was the historical period when many of these motifs
were concentrated on the over-wrought products of Europe in the 19th century. One place in
which I found a historical source that illustrates this borrowing out of context was a pattern book
put together in 1868 by Owen Jones, titled, “The Grammar of Ornament”.
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I must admit that the sheer splendor of ornament is very seductive and found its way on my
pottery via Jone’s book. There are several other examples of pattern books from the 19th century
that all share the common trait of providing motifs with no context beyond their newfound
availability. It was on my part a conscious choice to use these patterns divorced form their
cultural context for two specific reasons.
First and foremost my obsession while making this body of work was the uncanny web of
decorative motifs that seemed to move with their own life through history and geography. For
example, the ‘scroll and vine’ is a motif that has wound its way from murky origins in the Near
East to the Minoans and Mycenae in the Mediterranean. Then on to China in the 6th century
where it blended with indigenous motifs and Hellenistic influence, before moving west back to
Europe to end up on objects ranging from pottery, textiles, metals, architecture, and just about
everything else. In fact tracing the movement in such a straight line is over-simplistic and not
entirely accurate. Because like so many other ornamental motifs the ‘scroll and vine’ moved in a
web, constantly overlapping itself and re-encountering its various permutations only to be reinvented again. Of course it was one of the predominant motifs I used to decorate my pottery for
the very reason that its history is so fascinating and suggests a larger picture of the way human
kind has evolved its relationships with nature, civilization, commerce, value, etc.
The second reason has to do with my passion for acquiring skills and techniques. This is
potentially one of the biggest pitfalls for any craftsman, and I admit to having fallen in it many
times. Under some troubling circumstances it can be means of self-glorification with no greater
end than to impress. Still, however much it may lend itself to frivolity there is an undeniably
equal and positive aspect to the mastery of skill and techniques that lend themselves to the
sublime. Let me just say that I fall somewhere in the middle. I love working with my hands
14

and more so in a structure that offers familiarity as well as the potential for variation. Hence the
use of ‘ornament’ and ‘decoration’ provided an opportunity for me to approach the work
comfortably and with a sense of curiosity.
The history of pottery became my predominant source for historical information. In many
ways it contained everything I was interested in. Pottery has managed to span so many genres
and conceptual frameworks that it provided fertile ground for these explorations into the
‘decorative’. Although it is by no means the only place to see all of these variations, I feel
invested in the history of my craft and saw this as an opportunity to understand more about it.
There are several specific places from which I’ve pulled my sources. Already mentioned was
the overall interest in ornament, but there are elements existing in historical and contemporary
work that are also of interest to me. First of all there are the forms from which the thesis work
derived. Many are commonplace perhaps even to the point of being dull, but they were
chosen to provide a platform for the surface treatment rather than being about creating
innovative forms. The plates in particular are the most ubiquitous round and commonplace
objects, and can be credited to what we might call a ‘blank’. In other words they follow the most
recognizable format, a round dish with distinct rims and an equally distinct surface for eating. If
I were to pinpoint a historical time and place for these objects it would be 19th century Western
Europe where the ‘dining set’ and its foibles were firmly established amongst the middle-class
and the wealthy. Several other archetypal objects within the thesis work such as mugs, platters,
teapots, etc also derive from the above-mentioned period. Of course they are not verbatim copies
made from a historic original. One significant difference was the use of a ‘cut-and-dart’
technique on the forms. This approach shares more in common with some contemporary
rather than historical, ceramic techniques. This method, which involves the division of the
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form along vertical axes, was not employed simply to contemporize the pots, but rather to
accommodate the surface treatments and decorative elements presented on the pots.
As mentioned before the surface treatment was of primary importance and superseded other
considerations. The combination of materials and the steps involved is where my work has
departed from historical precedent. First off, I was looking at the wonderful raised decoration of
Staffordshire salt-glazed pottery. The surfaces seemed so rich despite the monochrome off-white
of the clay. Slip trailing was the primary method I chose for decorating my pots. The
patterning was pulled from the “Grammar of Ornament” by Owen Jones and then altered
as I responded to each grouping and object. The process took on a life of its own despite being a
borrowed set of motifs, due to their interchangeable nature. I will not go so far as to say it
paralleled a improvised tune, it was still too tight for that, but it did behave much like a musical
score in that the ‘key’, or in this case the actual configuration could be changed and varied while
still remaining as part of the whole.
I chose to employ red earthenware clay that was slip trailed, and then covered in white
slip instead of using a slip-cast or mould-made procedure. It was important to me that everything
be thrown on the wheel and treated by hand in all steps of the process. This was of paramount
importance, because, many of the pots that influenced my making were of industrial manufacture
and I wanted to offer an alternative to the impersonal nature of those goods. Another deliberately
chosen difference was the use of color. The mono-chromy of ‘cream-ware’ is very attractive, but
I felt it lacked a certain sense of the celebratory I was striving for under the conceptual base for
“small gatherings”. Instead I decided to employ a limited palate of colors chosen for their brightness, richness, and what I considered to be inviting colors. The work remained largely monochromatic in deference to the surface decoration, so as not to compete with the activity of the slip
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trailing.
I would like to momentarily return to the beginning of this section and the discussion
about my early forays into painting. There are no glaringly obvious parallels between the
beginning of the Thesis studies and the end result, but I personally feel that there are two
significant traces of that earlier work. Specifically, the use of the colorful monochromatic glazes
was in response to many of the paintings I made and many of the painter’s work I looked at.
Also, the use of slip-trailing ultimately replaced the need for a brush. The trailing bottle became
my means of mark making, though not so expressive or seemingly spontaneous as my earlier
work, there was still a sense of the ‘immediate’ with this process.

Excerpt, Color Plate, Owen Jones,
“The Grammer of Ornament”

Excerpt, Color Plate, Owen Jones,
“The Grammer of Ornament”

17

“Tea Set”, Earthenware, Slip, Glaze, 2010

“Cake Stand w/ Plates”, Earthenware, Slip, Glaze, 2010
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“Snack Set”, Earthenware, Slip, Glaze, 2010
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Excerpt, Color Plate, Owen Jones,
“The Grammer of Ornament”
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Excerpt, Color Plate, Owen Jones,
“The Grammer of Ornament”
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“Dinner Set”, Earthenware, Slip, Glaze, 2010

“Dinner Set”, (Detail),Earthenware, Slip, Glaze, 2010
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“Cruet”, Earthenware, Slip, Glaze, 2010
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“Coffee Service”, Earthenware, Slip, Glaze, 2010

“Tea Set for Two”, Earthenware, Slip, Glaze, 2010
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Section III
In this section I would like to offer a critical analysis of my process and the resulting body
of work. Needless to say the results are mixed. I find error in some places and success in others.
Many issues arose during the process, which presented not only technical hurdles, but conceptual
ones as well. After completing this body of work my critical eye seemed compromised by
creative exhaustion. That is not to say I only find fault with these pots. On the contrary, when I
see them now I feel especially proud of the work that I have done, but it was difficult after two
years of culminating effort to see them with anything other than a bias that could not wholly
analyze what was physically in front of me.
“Small Gatherings” is a title at once apt and simultaneously not accurately descriptive for this
body of work. It suggests an intimacy that I am not fully convinced exists in the framework of
their appearance nor is that notion exploited in a way that allows a viewer to unequivocally see
that relationship. They are groupings that suggest the possibility of communal gatherings, but I
cannot say that they entirely live up to that idea either. The supposition of the title is that the pots
will be used as such. I see no point in completely severing the idea from the objects and do
believe that the conceptual framework may at times exist outside of the pragmatic reality of the
same objects.
Assuming functional issues have been adequately addressed the potential use of an object
may depend largely on its appearance, its attractiveness to the viewer, and the habits of the user.
It is my opinion that in this work function has been addressed adequately, but perhaps not as
emphatically as should’ve been. It is clear that appearance was the dominant concern, however
in saying I do not wish to suggest that appearance means superficial.
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The issue seems to be more about a lack of clear and understandable association between
content and the objects themselves.The content revolves around notions of an inherent sense of
what ‘utility’ is and the framework of ‘use’. Then layered on top of that and partially obscuring it
comes the decoration, which was born of my intense interest in the history of that subject. What
I believe happened is a compromise. Maybe for better and maybe for worse, but a compromise
that sought to take the appearance of ostentation and blend it with an idealized notion of utility.
This resulted in the confusion of the concept and led to an inexact execution of those concerns
within the body of work.
One notable issue was technical defects due to the nature of the process and materials. My
experience level with low-fire techniques was not as comprehensive as the work required for a
completely successful result. Many of the pots experienced an unfortunate amount of glaze drips
and pooling that compromised their integrity. It required the grinding of bottoms to render the
objects presentable, in some cases undermined their utility, and was on the whole disappointing.
With that said, I still feel that the overall effect was worth the effort and did not fall so short as to
negate their potential or render them ineffectual.
There are several strengths as well and I do not wish the reader to deduce that I have only
negative criticism to offer. There were many advances made by myself while making this work.
Some of this progress is a vastly increased technical understanding of these processes and an
understanding of how to continue to blend that information with a guiding sensibility. Also, in
the trials and tribulations of making this work I have certainly come to recognize my short comings both aesthetically and creatively. This has given me direction post-graduate to continue my
studies in an effective self-directed way that is yielding promising results. The pots themselves
have given me a relatively concise body of work to build on and learn from. I cherish many of
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the pots that came from this work and have gained tremendous insight into both technical and
conceptual issues surrounding what I make. Perhaps most importantly it has further solidified my
sensibility, my approach to blending the different aspects of making objects that better reflect my
personal interests and ideas with clarity.

“Turquoise Cup”, Earthenware, Slip, Glaze, 2010
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“Green Cup” (Two Views), Earthenware, Slip, Glaze, 2010

“Breakfast Set”(Cup Detail), Earthenware, Slip, Glaze, 2010
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“Dinner Plate”, Earthenware, Slip, Glaze, 2010
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“Cruet/Condiment Sets”, Earthenware, Slip, Glaze, 2010
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Conclusion
The completion of this body of work has a triumphant feeling about it, as if I have really
achieved something tangible. It seems like a suitable end to my formal education and point of departure for future work. To that end I have come to understand many things about what makes a
piece of art successful. Or more importantly what makes my work successful. Foremost is a
commitment to what I am making, if at any point I find my passion waning I know I am on the
wrong track. Also critical is the quality of the questions I ask myself in regards to a body of
work. For instance, “why” as a general inquiry is not a good question, it is too broad, too
abstract, and largely unimportant. A better question would be inquiring into the specific nature or
mechanism that I find interesting. The quality of questions has more to do with the precision of
one’s focus on specifics.
My approach to making is, and will continue to be an evolving process. Though there are
some specific things I have learned about my process that are important landmarks in the
development of an idea. For one, inhibitions or fears regarding failure are big obstacles for me.
I am not inclined to take something on if the risk of failure is prevalent. However, in
recognition of this I have come to trust my intuitive senses more and feel that they are the
counter-point to the ‘analysis paralysis’, of which I am prone. Maybe even more importantly is
the notion of ‘time’ in the process of making. In the past I have felt the overwhelming need to
always be making the ‘best’ work ever . . no exceptions. This is obviously ridiculous. It takes an
incredible amount of time to mature as an artist; there is no need to rush what cannot be rushed.
Maybe easier said than done, but that is more obvious now. One thing that has drastically
changed is my tendency to let my intellect always be in the driver’s seat. This involved a reliance
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on book-knowledge, facts, and empirical/technical based knowledge. These things serve a
purpose, but regularly undermined my attempts at creative leaps and solutions.
My current work has begun addressing these issues and through the process I have found
more satisfactory solutions. There is less reliance on historical proto-types of form and
decoration. Instead I feel more immersed in the contemporary vocabulary of my peers. There is
an incredible amount of new and exciting work being made in clay that has obvious connections
to the past, but does not rely on that connection for its own validation. It is also abundantly clear
that the best strategy is to ‘follow my nose’ in terms of what interests I pursue in my studio.
Certainly there are still ongoing issues and problems to be dealt with, though I see no solution
other than to continue making work in order to find resolution. A sense of clarity is emerging
slowly, but steadily in my ideas and their manifestations within functional pottery. As this
process continues I expect unforeseen results to emerge and further inform my work. I feel
fortunate that I was given this opportunity to explore my interests at RIT and even more so that
my studies have yielded results that will allow me to continue making work and pursuing a
career in clay.
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Technical Information
All work was created using the recipes below. In addition, the decorative surfaces were created
by trailing a slip made of the same clay body and applied with a squeeze applicator, where-after
each piece was dipped in or had poured over it a white slip. The work was fired to cone 1 in an
electric kiln.

Clay Body: Charlie Cummings Red Throwing Body (Rev. w/o RIO)
Redart Clay
Foundry Hill Creme
XX Saggar
Talc
Nepheline Syenite

60.0
20.0
10.0
5.0
5.0

White Slip: Pete’s Basic White Lowfire Slip
OM 4 Ball Clay
Talc
Flint
Nepheline Syenite

40.0
40.0
10.0
10.0

Glaze Recipe: Woody Hughes Base
Frit 3124
Gillespie Borate
Nepheline Syenite
EPK
Flint
Lithium Carbonate

30.0
26.0
20.0
10.0
10.0
4.0

Colorant Varitaions:
Turqouise - Copper Carbonate 2.0%
Emerald Green - Copper Carbonate 5%
Dark Green - Copper Carbonate 8%
Warm Green - Copper Carbonate 4%, Red Iron Oxide 2%
Amber - Red Iron Oxide 2%
Dark Brown - Red Iron Oxide 6%
Blue-Grey - Cobalt Carbonate 0.5%, Red Iron Oxide 1%
Lavender - Cobalt Carbonate 0.5%, Managnese Dioxide 1%
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